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ABSTRACT. . . ‘ . f T
" The purpose of this report is to discuss the impact -
. of the New England Regjonal Commission (NERCOM) funds and other
dévelopment fundg allocated by the New England Program in Teacher
~Education (NEPTE) on the implementation of programs by local groups
to improve existing teacher education practices. Specifically, this -
report addresses the costs associated with project activities ithat
pravided outputs in terms of products and/or training resources
.utilized. The report discusses 20 projects funded by REPTE from 1971
‘ to 1974. The projects are vided into the following two categories:
) , (1) "Unique Pr¢ yts,ﬂ—cf’gttempts by people to da something they had
never done befo « and (2) "Refinement Projects," or attempts by
people to make something wdkk. better. The report discusses the total |,
- funds allocated and presentf an analysls of the cost categorles of
the projects. The information given is supported by charts. There is
also a list of general conclusions about- how the' funds were spent.
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RPFROSPECTIVE FISCAL ANALYSIS OF NEPTE
u A v
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS * '
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‘. o By: ‘ '. ) .
0 . , R .

. ' Roland Goddy and John Pitman”

- W ~

In an earlier report, the cost implications of six (6) staff

.

+development’ cooperative effo%ﬁs were 'discussed. In‘this second re- -

portg 20 resource development prOJects are presented and discussed.
’

The purpose of this report is to'discuss the’ impact o0f the New Eng-"
land Regional Commission (NERCOM) funds and other development funds
3 { '

allocated by the New England Program in Teacher Education (NEPTE) on

~the implementation of programs by local_groups to improve existing
teacher education practiges.’ Specifically, this report addresses’

. . ) .
_the'costs‘associate with project’ activities that provided outputs

-

Al

in terms of products and/or training resources utilized.

N '\—_.'

This report deals with- 20 projects funded by NEPTE from l97l to

1974. The 20 prOJects are divided into two categories, which are:

o
>

“ A .

Attempts of people to do something they. had never

, done before -- termedonere, Ufigue Projects, ahd 'Y

o ~

B. Attempts of people to make something work better --—

- R -

termed here, Refinement Projects.

a

A}




Each of" the 20 projects

Unique Projects

2. 'CEFS

Y
4,

4

-

5. « Little Harbot

,

.

6. MNorth County Network

>

7 7.

.
>

Penquiscock

. whh,mwmmH

Refinement

< - -
.. h - ~

7

9. wmﬂvocﬂ.mnrOOH

10.  Golebrook Consolidated ~
. School

11.

LY

-

12. McLean Hospital

13.

14.

'

Project ERR

hd s

1.  ANISA (Center for the
Study of Human Potential

3. Chitflehden South (An
Alternative Staffing
s Project)

. Gresham Chair (Gillette)

E

Projects

m.mrwmna Park Free School

mrmvwmwm: ZmBOMHmb.mnmooH

~

"gfe listed below in terms of intent and style. - .

1

_Intent

. A

to develop a comprehensive child development -

madel . 3

to develop a. human relations based management
plan
to develop a K~12 alternative system within
existing public schools :

A .

. S J/
"to make visible a ncmwwmw teacher

.

no.wﬁnnoa:nm retired adults as role models’
to young children.
L4 N 3

to provide mnnmmm.wO existing expertise inm
an isolated region : /w

to develop a need responsive region support
..system for experienced teachers

to am<mwov\m<manm5mnMn quality bridge to
education opportunities for drop-outs and

-~

s
-

to expand community involvement.in a school

to expand an éxperiential mwmwm trip based
* curriculum .

. LN 1

-

‘

>~ “to replicate an awareness program and" to-

. train apprentices

- * té implement a comprehensive in-service
' program ~ . .
4

- . . . - .
.

to install ‘a nmmsawvvﬂomn: to. curriculum

)

1t

othexrs 'in an urban environment *

to expand m:noaBCSMn% Noﬁ#&Mmea school program to

Style ot C.
) to research, design, and document ﬂ»mmﬂn:.
based methods { _

to provide OD training to senior staff

\. ’ \
« + .

to introduce validated open ed. and
community based practices
2 .

.
'

e

>

to provide fiscal and Smnmmmsman support

directly to a classroom :teacher’ .

to provide omne, to one tutor and counseling

reldtionships. - ’
- <

N €
to categorize'and evaluate thrpugh a peer
process identified resource persons

L

“to provide ad hoc and specifip training LW

" to meet teacher perceived needs. b

. i

to provide a-comprehensive sequence of’
+ learning alternatives, emphasiizing work

experience and academics.

-

al
P . .

to repeat successful practices

- to repeat successful practices

te

clarify roles and mxvmmn&nwunm .

to-provide workshops and mOHHow.cv activitie

o -
. M . .

to’ operate a series of conferences and
workshops = - L e

-workshops

Q
IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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16." University of Maine/

17.

. -18.:

-

20.

s

Farmington

Upper <mwmm% NEPTE ' —

.

Water town

19. Smmnswnmnmﬂ.smmn_mOEOOHm

Women's HHMHSHSW and

* *» Resources Corp,

.

(]
~ \

. “to expand utilization of theatre techniques
in schools - : @ «Aﬂ

.. to pilot mwﬂH% field experience for
vmrnamﬁlmﬂmacmnmm )

- ta Hsvwmkrnn d comprehensive in-service
“program .

" to HBva&mnn an alterndtive school program
to, improve tommunity and school cooperative
programs

\ .

to validate training’ procedure

<

*

-
. . 0, .
: .
workshops v N
L v
: w.
i
to repeat m:nnmmwﬁﬁw practiices-, -
1.
. ' . - ’
conferences and workshops !’ //( -
N . ’ ¥ ’
T
i
to repeat successful practices e
to expand existing curriculum
. . 1o .
. - , ) »
to repeat and video-tape sihulated.cases
. . !
. ' b
: N
- !
» ¥ ‘
* 4
. * \
, N
. -
J :
. . N
\ { @
\ »
- .
° \umm
- s
v ]
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UNIQUE PROJECTS
! Total Funds Allocated

. - : ‘a '
There were a total of.eight (8) projects in-this category. Table One

.(Page 4A) lists each project and the total amoﬁﬁt of funds provided by

-
i

o

NEPTE. ' L g

\ ~ ) . . L4
The data }h Table One show that.a total of| $777,§02 was allocated to
] . ’ ' :
the eight-(85 Unique Projects. Two projects (ANISA and Gresham Chair)

‘received a total of $441,916 (57% of the funds). By adding two more projects,
)

-

(Chittenden School and SASSI) a total of $682,666 (88% of the funds) was
& . ' - ) : .

allocated to four projects with the remaining 12 per cent of the funds
: - ' . .
allocated to the other four projects (CEFS, Little Harbor, North.County

Network, and Penquiscock). The range of'funds allocated was $241,9l6:(ANISA)

to $5,0d% (Little Harborj. The data show that. the funds allocated—dn

»

($379,871» with a marked‘reduction in FY75 ($23,795). In fact, o

'

“of the projects received funds in all three years (ANiSA). With the

ex&eptfén o% Chittepde; and SASSI, all projects received the bulk of their
. ) - « '

year. ’
R

A«

.funding tﬁ% first

1

REFINEMENT PROJECTS
Tota}l Funds Allocated

N
.
\ ,

There were a total of 12 projecﬁs in this category. The followirg '

0o . - g o ‘
table (Page 4B) (Table Two) lists each project and, the funds provided for

fiscal years 72-74. ‘, ’

/

The” data in’Table'Twéyshow that a total of $270,514 was allocated to the

12 Refipement Projects. 'Three-projeétéﬂjPROJECT ERR, Upper Valley NEPTE,

\and Watéicdwn)~;eceived'é'total of $169,493 (63%) of the funds with the

0/‘
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Unique Projects

ANTISA

CEFS

_Chittenden South

“

Little Harbor

'

North County Network

-~

Penquiscock

"SASST

Ll

14

nwmmﬁms_o:mwﬂ AOHPHmnnmv

Iod

Allocations Made to dnwpbm Projects

* Al

“Table One

From FY72 Through FY74

1971-1972 , , 1972-1973 1973-1974 Total -,
" 137,500 . 85,621 . 18,795 241,916 :
L w _ ._
31,536 . 31,536 .
{ ) i
—+ -
] .
59,600 70,000 129,600 ’
100,000 100,000 200,000 : : ’
. [
— .w . 5,000 - 5,000
“ ' . T
t . \ A_n
10,000 - 5,000 . : 15,000 ¥
/ . ) - .
_ . .
T 43,300 43,000 )
X \ .
35,200 . 75,950 111,150
~ : . : T
373,836 - 379,871 ' 23,795 777,502
,A Q h *
, 4 “ﬁ N . . . .
. o * _
, J . . _.. . . -
. i «
' ! . @] :
: P o =i
P H -
ﬂ . M . . . LK




) , . | . .
. . S TABLE TWO , .
: Allocations Made to Refinement Projects '
. From FYZ2 m,:u..ocm: FY74 ,
Ref inement Projects 1971-1972 1972-1973. 1973-1974 Honmwm_
/ -

Barbour School ST . . 10,400 . 5,000 15,000

Colebrook Conmsolidated School - " . 4,000 4,000

Highland Park Free School _ S . 5,000 | 5,000 | 10,000
McLean Hosp¥tal / B 18,000 18,000

. mn&.,mon ERR . . 29,800 33,853 - | 63,653

Shapleigh Memorial School ° . .. ’ . 3,500 3,500

Stratford ~ © 25,121 . . .h — 25,121

9,&2. of Maihe - Farmington ) : - ] e . | 5,000 - - . m..o.oo

.S_uMH Valley NEPTE | 27,140 33,900 4,800 - 65,840

. Watertown - . 40,000 i . .S.ooo

Westminster West Schools © 6,000 710,900 . 16,900
Women's HHMMSMSW. m Wmmocﬂnm.m Corp. = 3,500 5 . 3,500
.SUB TOTAL - ’ 122,061 ) mmme/\ 59,700 WPE#

- GRAND TOTALS 495,897 468,624 . 83,495 "1,048,016

. T \ ) . ) ,
' . ) ‘ , c .

\

i

ERIC® «

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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remainder of the funds (37/) distribu;e& amouﬁk ehe ouher nine (9) Projects.
”/v!'

The range of funds allocated to the 12’ projects-was $65,840 (Upper Valley '

7

NEPTE) to $3 500 (WOmen s JJraining and Resource Corp. and Qhapleigh Memorial

v\‘ , School). Excluding the top three projectsﬁ the range was $25,l21 (Qtratford)

to $3,500. Only one project KUpper.Valley NEPTE) was allocatedifunds—afl
L . » o ]

three years; five (5) proiected received limited allocations in FY74°only;

N - . R Y

. two projects received allocations in F¥72jonly; and the other four projects

received allocations for two years. There is no particular pattern among
. |
projects funded for two years.
.. - - :
When looking at the combined totals'for Unique and Refinement projects,

» ~

~. ’ the data show a»total of §l 048,016 was allocated to the 20 projects.

Allocations made in FY72 ($495 897) and FY73 ($468 624) were roughly the

.
< 3 ¢
i

same with .a marked drop in FY74\($83,495).

?

N ‘ Cost Analysis of Unique and Refinement Prolects .
' '
Categories in the following tables are desipned to show the general .

i types of expendifures made by the respectivelproject directors. 'The first

- . -

-/ .

five (5) categories represent organizational and central'administrative. ,

costs. Categories seven (7) through 10 represent training and produact

development ,costs. The. category dissemination and keepables, probably, could N

be plaq&d in either of the- two category groups. (See Category 7, Table
. ' - = . » .
3B, :Page 5B). ' ) ' . . N

>
A Pl . D -




. . K > - .
. . . . Table .S“_H..mm A - . R . . . .
. - * Expenditures for Unique Projects in Terms : S
- . - of Organizationgl and Staff Development Training Costs: A ’ .
- ! r} v ’ ) * ’ . ) . _ o -
. 1) (2), (3) (4) : (5) () ‘
" Project Salaries % Overhead % Travel % Expendable - % Eval. & Totals %
, ' <o Supplies & Researclr 1-5" .
. Y .- . ~ “*Communica- — ‘ . C e . . .
- ’ tions _ e
. N . . -, ¢ 7
ANTSA 203,379 ° 84 14,037 _ 5.8 5,812 - N.b. 3,770 1.5 —— 226,998 ou.m\/
Gresham ~ 55,600 27.8 - 1,486 7 .- T,602 3.5° 3,793 .- 1.8 — 67,881 ~ 7 339 A
. - - / ~ - - : - AN.HNV
Chittenden *60,593 46.7 © 7,299 5.6 1,272 .9 . 13,866 10.6 2,792 85,822  66.2 m .
SASSI 73,555 66.1 8,370 7.5 e - —§ D e 81,925 73.7
HL”.Fﬁ.ﬁurm ~ N— PR \ 4 -, * D. ... .
Harbor . 2,054 41 — N\, — — - _— = , 2,054  41.1
No. County . . . ’ . ' . ' e«
Network 5,500 36.6 1,004 6.6 400 2.6, 400 - 2.6 —— . 7,304 48 . % s
Penquiscock 12,127 . 28.0 — - -— . 4,495 10.3 3,505 8 - 20,127 46,5 .
. , ) Aw. A -
N ‘ . . . Y .
CEFS 11,220 35.5 2,336 . 7.4 — L -— — -=° -- 13,556 42.9 :
. . . 7 . . A N 3
‘ - Vﬁow.m. . 54.5 343532 4.6 187981 2.4 25,33 3.2, 2,792 .505/667 - 65
t . ) ¢ ) P ‘,u\.» . \‘ e .
.. ’, ‘ s . o ® o /Q
Top Four 393,127 57.5 31,192 . 4.5 Hb.n.omm . 2 21,429 - 3.1 2,792 - 462,626 . 67.7 L
- e . . . ] . ‘ . . ) . —— c .
. Bottom Four 30,901 32.5 3,340 3.5 4,895 5.1 3,905 R ! * 43,041 " 45.3
R ‘ - : - : ) % .
- ' & . o .
- . N . . - N
. . ' ’ I~ L~ -
Y ) ' . v -5 . -~ ,v . ’ ~N - . ,|»\
. e M, ’ - ] 4
’ . oo - OF
- .o 14 Y N . R , .. - \Ul WW
- . . - » t
. : o : - - A ,_ ol B



' . L ‘ . Table Three B ' i T )
) . ’ Expenditures for Uhique Projedts in Terms P . .
. - .\. of onmmnwnmnwonmw and Staff Development Training Costs v
1) . @) @ . - G ab -
Dissemi~ % _ Considtant %.% Conf. § , % ‘General Costs % Totals % Totals % Amt,-
natfon & AHetviges « - Workshop & Misc. Costs ' i ~ Col. . Col.., Granted
Keepable ae \ - * TFees . fdr Tng. & 7 - 10 -8 = HOW
- - . - Devel. - . . ' ;
.9,000 3.7 3,207 1.3 — . - 2,711 . 4 1.1 14,918 6.2 - 5,918 ,2.h 241,916 .
. \ ’ ‘ oot . - v‘ . - . 4
4,894 2.4 .- 41,893 - 20.9 62,393 ' 31.3 22,939 J11.4 132,119  65.1 127,225  63.7 200,000
» L > - , N . v o
‘8,579 . 6.6 8,484, 6.5 2,870 2.2 23,845 - 18.3 43,778 33.8 35,199 27.1 129,600 M
— o —— , . 28,225  25.3 — - 1,000 B 29,225 26.3 29,225 26.2 111,150 . |
— ) 2,946  58.9  -—— - . e 2,946 58.9 . 2,946 58.9 5,000
: —— : : , , . |
. R . . . - - . "
300, 7 2 1,300 8.6 6,096  40.6 - — 7,696 - 51.4 7,396 49.3 15,080
— - — - 1,869 - 4.3, 21,304 49.2  .23,17% 53,5 23,173 53.5' 43,300
2,380 — 7.5 - 15,600 . 49.4 - —— -, - 17,980 57.1 ¢ 15,600 - 49.4 31,536
N bA - - _ . — W —
425,153 - 3.2 AA01,655 “13.0 73,228 9.4 71,799 W 271,835 34.9 246,682 31.7 , 777,502
ar . R * - .J v i \/ =
) " . - et e X ! Amw vmv h
22,473 3.2 81,809  11.9 65,263 9.6 50,495. 77 "7.3 . 220,040 32.2 197,567 ,28.9 682,666
. - N « - - - it g e SUNETNAL 2] A R e i e
: ; . . L, 4 _— (12.2)
2,680 2.8 ° 19,846  20.9 7,965 \w.u 21,304 22.4 51,795 54.6 * 49,115 51.7 = 94,836
: . . . - ~ “ i ) .
E . . - ’ . s
H. M B «, ) ~ > ' J - ’ * ..
3 p ) ) \
P 2 s . . v
: - g . v T ) =H -
. - ¢ ] : i ¥ * Evn
i o ; ) ) . H




\ M . ~

Analisis qf‘Unique ProjethCost Categories N . : v
. > . : ) X - )

' o . Salaries - A'review of the data ( Table Three, Columh 1) show% that !
P I » . ‘ - :
all eight (8) projects allooated funds for salaries. The costs ranged

" from §303,379 (84%) for ANISA to $2,054 (41%) for 'Little Harbor, The-

. . <
N . ~

PR pencéntage allecated ranged from high of 847 (ANISA) to a low of - T
- 27.84;1Gresham). _ The average percentage allocated for the top four

‘JQ\. prOJects was 57.5% ($339 127) The awerage perceﬁtage allocated for

4§

the Bottom four prdject; was: 32 5% ($30 901) With theusigpificant er '~\

» = \ . s
' “exception of the Gresham Chair, the larger prOJects chose ‘to allocate a
\ i - .
S - - t

- larger pertentage of their funds to salarie than did the smaller projects-

] \ : N

¥ ' ’ Pverhead and Fringe - A review of the data (Table Three, Column 2)

shows that all‘four larger‘pﬁgjects and two of the smaller projects
‘ _ '511635ted funds in this\category.r The average cost for the -four larger . .

-

'prOJects was 4, 5/ 1ranging from 7.5% (SAqSI) to .7% (Gresham); The

¥ ‘ A I}

L avenage percentage allocated by the, smaller projegxs wag 355%, but it
’represents only two projects (North County Network,.-6.6% -and CEFS 7.4%) .
o With the exception of Gresham,;proiects chamging | overheaddand fringe ranged
.~ ’
. between 5.6% ahd 7.5%. -"Size of project does not appear to determitie whether
such charges are made.\ However, when charges were e, théy were in the T -

- 4 . - s P
« 5~ 17 per cent range. :ﬁ ¢ ' s : ot

. A o | _ o . .
'\ Travel - A review of the data (Table Three, Column 3) shows that five
lirave_ 01 ;

RIS

prOJects allocated funds for travel. The range was 10.3% (Penquiscock) to

| . 23 - J .
9/‘(Chittende22 The larger projects (3 of 4) averaged 2/ and the L e
o~ A
- _smaller projects. (2 of 4) avegaged 5. lA. There .is no pattern. A pattern| \

-

does emerge if one looks at: ”oject purposes, 1i. e. all prOJects listing

‘ tn?vel costs reqiired trainin and/or staff developmentvactiVity in several

£ % ~ .
- 4 \ . . N

e '

- ) ’ LURY
¢ . N A
1 . §- U




. ” . N
» -

e
-

locations. Penguiscock required extensive trave} over a three county area,

ANISA required extensive national travel, and~Gresham sub-granted funds to
‘multiple agencies, all of which had travel éxpenditu;es. Little Harbor,

SASSI, and CEFS operated frgm a fixed location; if travel was incurred,

. . . hid

s . "
' - . e
S 2

Expendable Supplies and Communications - A review of thé data (Tableé'"
& - - . : . . :
,ﬁ , -
ThreeA Column 4) shows that the same five projects that listed travel

it was“eovered with other funds.
A ; _

expenditureé also listed expenditures in this category. Chittenden (10,6%)
- \. . “ ) b‘ . . / Vi . .
and PenqgiscockiﬁS%) were the primary projects in this category.- The
other three Rrojects'rdhged from 2.6%,(North Codnty'Nefhrok) to 1¢5%F (ANISA). .

. ﬂ‘ Al + I3
Again, project purpose -is probably the primary factor. - Possibly, larger
.projects. are¥more 1ik£%y to incorporate exﬁéndable supplies and commurrication
. in their, budgets than are smaller proiécts——which may use thgir own funds

> y

for small expenditures in this category. Co a
' 2

Evaluation and Research — review of the data (Table Three A Coluifa

. : ‘ _ o ' %

. _Five) shows that only one projeéct (Chittenden) allocated funds in>this£§

- : ) »® s ;
cafegory (2.1%). All other projects seem to provide for' tMs activity, if

at all, within other categories, probably salaries, or consultant sérviceé.
Evaluations were usually done by project‘directors and inCSfporated in #

quarterly and final reports rather than vontracted to formal pﬁoggct

3 ro
L evaluators. B .
° R %
Totals® Organizational Costs - A revlew of’ the data (Table Three A, N

q
~ Column Six) shows that there was a marked difference between the larger and

smaller projects. The four larger projects averaged 67.7%, ranging from
& <

4
93.8% (ANISA) to 33.9% (Gresham). The four smaller projects averaged 45.3%,

ranging Qﬁ:? 48.6% (North Colinty Network) to 41.1% (Little Harbor). Clearly,

b o~

\

é\ ’ -
<, 13 . '
- : L SESUN
n -7- - 4




. .

. ‘ 3 , e d .
~ . , o ;
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= the larger projects allocated more of their funds to organizational

{ .
e

j - ‘.
categories than did smaller projects, especially in the category of sal&ries,

——— .
‘ . . . s
)J, the consisternt exception being the Gresham Chair.
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Dissemination and Keepables - A review of the data (Ta’le Three B,

\

Column Seven) shows that a total of five (5) projects, 3 of 4 larger projects .

‘S

and 2 of 4 smaller projects,ballocated funds in this 9ﬁfegory. The cost

ranged from 7.5% (CEFS) to 2% (North County Network). CEFS and Chittenden

4 . £
were the major prdjects in this category (7.5 d‘! 6.6 respectively). The
wther three projects ranged. from 2% to 3.7%.
Consultant Services - A review of tl:e data (Table Three B, Codumn 8) . 3

.sﬂbws that all projects except fenquiscock allocated funds in this category.
The four larger projects averaged 11.9Z.while the smaller prbjects‘ayefaged
20.9%. Twé projécts (CEFS and iittle Harbor) “made éXUensive use of consultants
(49.9% ;nd 58.9% respec%ivély). Two other projects (Gresﬁam ?O.9i and

SASST 25.37%) utilized consultants to a large degree. The other four projects
allocated less than 9% éf their regources‘to consultants. One possible

-

explanation .for the greater use of consultants by the smaller projécts is
2

that larger projects had larger staffs-th were gble to serve consultant
roles as well as administrative roles while smaller projects had to contract
forfﬁonsulgant services. ‘

Conferences and Workshop Fe?s - A reviev of the data (Table Three B,:

. /
" Column Nine) shows that four projects allocated funds in this category.

Chittenden (2.2%) and Penquiscock (4.3%) conducted limited workshop

activitiés. North County Network alloeajed more money in this category
' ~

t

(4076%) than in any‘othef>category. The Gresham Chair provided for the.
extensive (31.3%) utilizdtion of its resources by teachers{ students, and

parents through this category.

-

General Costs - This-category (Tablé\!@rée B,.Column 10) 1is the least
3 .

cléarL it includes miscellaneous' costs, as well as training and produét

“hen

-4

e

1




-

. |}

y : -

C - ‘ -
. \ -
N v development costs are included.
* - N “

-
o B
g 2

g

\:e erally,‘this category representg\’é : ‘ ‘

v costs. The average cdst§ for thella er‘projects,(7.32) and shaller

<

projects (22.425-are deceﬁff?é. {11 Four larger projects had costs in

this category ranging from .8% ZSA‘SI)
> ‘ ‘ o L
of 4 smaller projects had costs (Pdnquiscock) but the one project _

to 18.37% (Chit;epden). Only 1 . .

. 2 allocated 49.2% to this category--iit's|{largest single expendityre in any
_categbry., It is probably faiMto spy that 1ar$er projects allocated . r

funss in this category while smalge' prpjects did not unless the specifi

purpose(s) of the smaller projects:

as a result of lotal training (Pen

‘ 11 )
i\
., ‘'Totals Training and Product Devdldpment - A review of the data (Table
‘ ; N . . . ..
. _ T ! , '
/J Three B, Column 11) shows that the 1arger‘proiects average 32.27 for these N

f

R

activities while the smaller prpjec&s averaged 54.6%. The range for the

iérger projects was 65.1% (Gresham) tg 2.4% (ANISA). The range for the ~§’ )

o . . ,
smaller projects was 58.9% (Little HarRor) to-49.3% (North Cddaty Network). .
Clearly,. the smaller projects chose to limit organizational and administrative

expenses and concentrate their resouces on training and product development
« '.‘I/ * P

activities. Little,ﬂZrbor and CEFS made extensive use of consultants for.

. .

training, North County Network utilized wo;kshops and Penquiscock utilized

-

training and staff development on a continuing basis. Again, Gresham 1is
unique in that it sub-granted monies to teachers, students, parents, in
different .categories (approximately 60%).. Gresham (See Table Three)

\

\ . .
. shows 33.9% organizational, 34.8% training and product development, and 31.3%

Conferencesand workshop fees.

M
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Analysis of- Ref inement Project Cost Categdries . ot

S—
B

, ‘ . 7
Salaries - A review of the data (Table Four, Column One) shows .that -
/ .

o the three largest projects allocated an average of 67.7% sto salaries while

’

.

9 smaller).

L

the mine (9) smaller projects averaged 47. 4% -The range of the lhrgest

ey

project;\\&s 69.17% (Watertown) to 66.4% (Project ERR). The range of the'

_smaller projects was IOO/ to O/ (McLean and U. of Me.(Farm.). There was

L4

‘ ‘
no consistency in.salary allocation decisions in the smaller .projects, while
/ . . . .

‘.

° ~

the larger projects wexe verz%consistent.
/

Overhead and Friqge,— A review of the’ data (Table Four, Column Two)

whows that all three large projects allocdted funds in this' category while ’

only 4 of 9 smaller projects allécated'ﬁunds.' Those perects
- ' ) S v . .

which had
j . A
costs ranged from 12% (WTRC) to

4

.9% (Project ERR). There was np consistent

rate chatrged.

T

.
-V -

N ',

] . R . .
-+ Travel - A-review of the data (Table Four,, ColuanThree) shows that

seven (7) pProjectd allocated funds for travel (3 of. 3 larger, and 4 of

Costs ranged from 6.3% (Upper Valley NEPTE) to .6% (Barbour).

-—

The average for larger projects was 4.1%Z and for smaller. projects 1.4%,

yet there was little difference among those chargirg in this category. A
| .

teview of Pproject activities showed that those projects showing 37

-

or more

‘ also built travel, usually for . students, into the project.

(Table

Expendable Supplies and Communicat¥ens - A review of the data

» * X . .
Four, Column Four) shows that nine (9). projects allocated funds in this
from

category—-3 of 3 larger and 6 of 9 smaller projects. Costs ranged

El -w

8% (Colebrook)‘to 1.5% (Watertown), There was little difference in .,

the avetage- between large and small projects (4.2 and 3.9 respectively).

. ¥
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Table Four e
Expenditures fior Refinement Projects in Terms of
Organizational and- Staff Development - Training Costs

(1) (2) (3) (&) (5) " (6) 7

Salaries 7% Overhead - Travel %  Expendable %  Eval, & Totals "% Dissemi-
& mnwnmm_ Supplies & Resedrch Col. - nation &

Communica- : 1.-5 . Keepables
tions ’

Page 11A

Project ERR
Upper Valley N . . - )
NEPTE 44,900 68.1 3,950 5.9, 4,200 3,690 1.2 57,540 81.3

* Watertown ___ 27,650 69.1 589 ' 1.4 1,518 632 8

-

42,266 66.4 597 .9 1,332 ‘ 2,966 47,161 74

33,779  85.1

.4
-«
.3

Barbour 6,858 45.7 258 1.7 .100 . 828 3

Colebrook 953  23.8 . , : o 1,523 ° 38

Highland . * . ’

Park 7,190  60.8 : . — 7,595  64.3
“McLean B : i : - T :

Hospital 187,000 100.0 i , 18,000 100.0

8,544 56.9

S

Shapleigh 300 8.5

g T

mnamnmona.m.umowme o,bmo,,uu.m
Univ. of Me. : T -

Farmington : ) 1,000 20 50
Westminster . . : ~

West . . 7,963 47.1 5 10,087 12.6
Women's Tng. - - . . : : )

& Regource. Corp>1,300 37.1 . : 1,720

3

162,130 3~ 4:1 5,980 3.2 197,009

Top Three 114,816 3 Y, 4.7 4,190 2.4 138,480

o , o :
. BottomNine - 475914 3.9 1,800 1.7 58,529 57.9

IC

,' Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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o . Table. Four_ - PART 11 "
B i - Expenditures for Refinemerit Projects in Terms of o op)
-, . Organizational and Staff Development - Training Costs AT e v
(8 (9) (10) oy
* Copsultant % Conf.é& % - General Costs A ,mcnam.wmn.a : % Totals 7% Totals % Amt.
Services Workshop ., ™ & Misc. Costs to NEPTE . \. Col. Col. Granted
- Fees - for Tng. & ” 7 - 10 8§ - 10
Dev. )
S _ . e : ’
6,779 10.6 1,762 1.6. 6,894 10.8 - - 16,492 26 - 14,735 23.1 63,653
5,300 8 , -= — 3,000 . 4.3 wﬂ-. - - 8,300 12.7 8,300 12.7 65,840
2,050 ° 5.1 2,181 + 5.4 368 .9 767 , . 5,454 13.6 4,599 11.4 40,000
1,100 7.3 3,952 26.3 ° 1,404 » 9.3 - - 6,456 43.1 6,456 43.1 15,000
- H.mHN 37.8 - N -- A 128 3.2 37 ! .9 . . 2,440 61 :w.m¢o 41 4,000

. ] HPFS .

1,10} - 9.3 1,181 10 24 .2 1,807 pd. 15.3 4,212 35.7 2,306 23 10,000
7z ‘ T .

- - - - R ' - - - . - —— - - 18,000
2,100 60 -- V- 800 22.8 - -= 2,900 82.9 2,900 82.9 3,500
9,195 36.6 5,995 23.8 -- - 376 1.4 ,.@%.Nmm 60.8 15,190 60.4 25,121

~-— - - - ,H.mOQ 30 . -=* - 4,000 80 .1,500 30 5,000

624 3.6 2,525 14.9 ,wawm 9 oS, - : 6,813 40.4 - "4,677 27.6 16,900
780 22.2 1,000 ¢ 28.5 - - e -- + - 1,780 50.9 1,780 50.9 3,500
. , . X - : :
30,541 11.2 17,896 6.6 15,646 5.7 1,180 74,132 27.4 64,083 23.6 270,514
. . - g A ‘ . i LY :
» -
14,129 8.3  3;243° 1.9 10,262 "6 30,246 < 17.8 27,634 16.3 169,493
~ ; - S ’oo
, . . . _ k@. \ . , .’mﬁ, . ~ S )
16,412 16.2 14,653 14.5 5,384 5.3 43,886 43.4 . 36,449 36 101,021
. . q o xhb
- R >—

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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fixed fees for -an eyaluator who was a staff member. The other projects did }

‘evaluation as part of their normal quarterly and findl reporting process.

. \
There was greater emphasis-on formal outside evaluation among these projects N
o i - oo . ¢
. th&n was the case in‘the Unique Projects. 3 o .,

‘funds‘[nto tfaining and product development areas.

# of 3 larger and 5 of 9 smaller projects. The range was 50%. (Univ. -of
. ; v

. in this category; Uniyersi

.

, . ‘%\\7%\*" ‘ . A

Evaantion and Research — A review of\\he data (Thhle Four, Column Five)

. N

i
shows that five (5) projects allocated funds in this cate;M?;ﬁwz%of 3- _ o

larger and 3 of 9 sﬁaller. The range was 8.5% (Shapledgh) to 1.27% ?Upgsr

o n
S

Valley NEPTE). sApparently,. Shépleigh and Watertown chose’ &§ do a formal, ™ ..

contracted evaluation. Uppet Valley NEPTE, Barbour, and Stratford allocated ' I

u

. . . L)

-

\

, . . » .
Totals—-Organizational Costs = A review of the data (Table Four, “Column

.
- - -

Six) shows that the larger projects average 81.7% while the sﬁhller projegts
averaged 57. 9/ 'There was consistency in costs among t;e large:;rojécts,jy

while costs among the smaller projecF53were extremely varied--100%, lsproject;
75-51%, 3 projects; 25-50%, 3 projects; 20% orlless, 2 projects. gGenerally,

i . ) i - ¥
smalldf projécts tended to minimize expenses (except McLean) and put their

Dissemination and Keepables - A review of the data (Table Four,

Column~7) shows that seven €7) projects allocated funds in this category--

-~

ﬁaine, Farmington) to .3% (Stratford). The average for larger projects was
l.5%,and 7.3% for snaller rojects., Four;projects made major commitments
zy of Mainé, Farmington (50%), Colebfook (20%),
Highlﬁhd Park (l6llZ) and Westminster West (12.6Z’. Apparently, several
smaller projects %&ose‘to.dlocate their limited resources to keepable
materials and dissemination act hlties. Pernaps this is@becaqse such

expenditures are limited in local budgets and acquisition of such resources

must comé through outside\funding.

‘ - » Y

iR
I g

C <12-




\ staff were not able to provide needed services whereas large{ project

-
4 . }
. 3

\ . Consultant Services - A review of the data (qule der, Column 8)

. p . . .

shows that 10 of 12 projects allocated funds in this category. "Costs
ranged from 60% (Shapleigh) to 3.6% (Westminster West). The averages for
-~

large and small projects was 8 3% and 16.2% respectively The larger . \

projects ranged from 5. l/ tomlO 6% while the smaller projects ranged from o
- F

607% to 3.6%. Smaller projects tising comsultant servicels were, divided into .

-~ H

two distinct groups: 1) those avéraging between 60- 20/, and 2) those

under lOZ., Clearly, small prbjects turned to cdnsultantsﬁnore than did , .

. ’

larger projects.. Probably, for the sdm€ reason earlier not&i\;}.e. project

.
L

staffs could'serve, at least in part, consultant ‘roles.

-

hConferences and Workshop Fees - A review of the,data (Table Four, Columh
P .

~Nine) shbwsijhat seven (7) projects allocated funds in this category. The

N
two larger projects, Project E§§ and Watertown, allocated l 6% and 5.4% L.

7 -

respectively.‘ The five smaller frojects ranged from 107 (Highland ?ark) -

L]

to 28.5% (WIRC). The averages for the la!éer and smaller- prOJects were

1.9% and 14.5% respectively, Smaller projects that utilized this category

did so to a much greater degree than was the case for darger projects.

General Costs —= A review of the data (Table Four, Column 10) ghows
3 .
that nine (9). projects “allocated furds in this category The allocati -

ranged from g@?/(Univ. of Maine, Farmington) to .2% (Highland Park) The

[

averages were similare for langer and smaller projects 6A'and 5.:3% respectively.

.Shapleigh and the University of Maine, Farmington, were the major users,

I3
\

- 22.8% and 307% respectively. ‘ e

Totals—-Training and Product Development - A review of the data, \

(Table Four, Column 12) shows that the average allocation for the three

1

¢ - =13-




-

4

N ’

larger projects was 17.8% ranging from 2367% (PrBject ERR) to 12.7% (Upper
¥alley NEPTEJ. ‘The average allocation for the nine (9) smaller projects was
43.4% ranging from 82.9% (Shapleigh) to 35.7% (Highland Park). The smaller

projects without'excéption\, allocated more funds to these acti&lties fhan

’ Y
.did any of the larger projects. L ‘ . (
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Te - Analysis Across Unique-an& Refinement Préjects - -

It is most difficult to draw* any clean generalizations.concerning the

‘" cost ‘decisTons made by the large. versus small projects in the‘Uniqhevand
. ’ .

. & . ‘ O , ..
Réfinement categories.  <Table Five lists the‘mercentages for each cost

T o '

category, and compares the totals for’Unique and Refinement projects and .
’ . . o .

-

ther colpares large angd small proYects in Unique and Refinement projects.

¥ v
Gee Page 15A) ) T . .
‘A'review of Table Five draws out the signi icant differences |
A

indicated on Chart A. The data provides a clear.indication that Unique"
ST ) X
pr@dects;téﬁd to spind more funds for conferences, workshops, and general .

training -and development costs while R%finement projects tend to spend

more funds on salaries.” The larger the project, the smaller the difference

-t , . o LS
in allocation in. these categories. Nevertheless, it  is significant that
l/ . s . .
- - ~
when a project tends to perceive itself as demonstrating successful practice |
, A N AR .

it focuses funds on-the salary of persons who make the demonstration work. .
’ ' ]
Unique projects which tend to be more developmental and exploratory tend .
. ' +
to invest in conferences, workshops, training, and other such development

a ) v . L .
- E
costs. They seem to be seeking out ideas, personnel, and resources rather .

than presenting. The‘GresHam Chair-data is particuarlx'significant in this

area. . , -

Totals - A review of the &ata (Table Five) shows that Refinement
4

Projths as a group allocated 60.1% to salaries which' is 5.6% greater than .
Unique Projects.as a grsup. Other organizational costs categories were -

roughly comparable. VOrganizational costs category allocations were 5.9%

V2 “
higher for Refinement prOJects (70.4% versus 64 . 5%) . The only ma jor

L4

difference in the Training ‘and Product Development categories was in

» L =
N

A .

23 | 1
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| . o N CHART A . . .o : :
Tx ' , . " #ceas of Significant bifjér'ences :
, . . Y
. L 4,
-~ v ’ © &, '
1. UNIQUE VS.  REFINEMENT = , - .. .
' - (1) salaries RN .+ +.5.6 ‘ '
. . o » ) v . ”
(8) Conferences and ‘Workshops o A . )
, AND . ’ . - 6.3 S
& / — ‘
(9) Gen..Tng. & Dev. Costs N g L
- - ¢ ’ N . B
« /' e L = e . ~ v
\ . . I Y *
2. LARGE UNIQUE VS. LARGE REFINEMENT U T 3 .
’ u. - . P ) ‘ ~
(1) Salaries - - _ +10.2
£
(8) Conferences and Workshops * : - 7.7 ' .« e - :
; \ ) Co R ) . . ;
» ~ | i
\ - - (o . : ) .
3. SMALL UNTQUE VS. SMALL.REFINEMENT' - '
/ ‘ﬁi- .t . -
R 4
) . (1) Ssalaries - L +B4 .9 - ‘ |
. P . A ' . ;
] (9) Gen. Tng. & Dev. Costs . + -17.1 * Lo Ji
t . A . ~N
Y \ ’ ) : §
A Y ¢ a
N . o %
. . |
\ ‘\ s
. : g
* ‘ ;
‘ - v . . j
v ) - |
. . 3
- |
+ - ¢ .
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R . &
- 4 v =
AN : . N . .? , . l.
’ Table Five - Te)
. ~ Percent mxvmnawn:ﬁmm for Unique and Ref inement ‘Projects o
) ‘ih all Coest Categories and’ ooavmﬂwmonw of Percent mxvmnawncnmm .o P
. T Lo . mon Hmdmm mna mamHH wHOumnnm Across’ mHHDmomn omnmmonwmm - .V ¢ .
- \ - ! . ) . g.,m. , . s . . ] ..aﬂw a
. 1) - 3) (4). - (5) (6) e (7) (8) - (9 10y
Project Salaries Overhead Travel Expendable Totals Dissemi- "¢ Consultagt Conferences - Gen. Tng. Totals
Category Fringe’ Supplies 1 -4 nwnwoﬁ & Services & Workshops & Dev. Costs 6 - 9
. . ) Keepables ° ) ‘
Unique 54,5 4.4 N 3,2 64.5. 3.2+ 13 9.4 9.2 34,9 °
~ i 3
Réfinement _ 60.1 3.1 3.1 5.1 . -70.4 3.7 0 - 11.2 6.6 >z 27.2
Differepce + 5.6 |mAu + .7 + .9 + 5.9 + .5 -1.8 . -2.8 - 3,5 -7.7
i ’ ‘ ) / - - .
ﬁwwmm — m/ P , . - s,
Unique | 57.5 4.5 2 — 3.1 67.1 3.2 ’ J1e9 °. 9.6 7.3 32.2
Large - A r -
wmmwnmamnn 67.7 "3 < b1 4.2 79.0 1.5 ' 8.3 1.9 6 17.7
Difference +10.2 - 1.5 + 2.1 + 1.1 +11.9 - 1.7 - 3.¢ -7.7 - 1.3 -14.5
v .
Small ‘ = “
Unique 32.5 3.5 5.1 4.1 45,2 2.8 .20.9 S~ 8.3 22.4 S54.4
Small _ - = * o .
Refinement =~ 47 .% 3.4 1.4 3.9 56.1 7.3 ° . 16.2 14.5 ’ 5.3 43.3
Difference .. +14.9 - - 3.7 - .2 +10.9  + 4.5 - 4.7 +.6.2 -17.1 ~11.1
. 4 - 'S ]
S R )
~ n% _ v - \. - P «
- * L) ° . Cm
.n ! - , - N \Ulm
oL oo : . T ST ¢
* / [. L
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more. funds (6.6% versus 9. 97) P J mmds for Training and Product

-

6evelopment categories were signiﬁécanc——34 9% and 27 24.

4 } f

f:‘

J
Large Projects - A review oﬂ the data (Table Five) shows that:

Ref inement proYects aild?%
- 'y . .

and.that total organizational cd§
Refinement'projects than Uniquf

.}

-

11.9% higher " (79% = 67.14) for

As one would expect ‘Training

and Product. Development Costs WEre significajfly iower for kh(inement

Q .
projects with the greag;st difference being under the Conferences and

2

«

R v

to organizational cast jategori’s. Travel waa—the only category where

ment categories th@} did Uni ue Projects.

\

Also, as above,

Unique Projects made greater use

J

.-
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Conclusions , To.

. . .
al:
1

finement projects as a group allocated more of their resources to

organiéational costs, especially salaries, thanwdid Unique Projects

(5.9% greater organizational costs). - -*

v

In both large and small project bieakdqus, the Refinement projects

7 ~

allocated a much greater percentage of their resources to organizational
\ : )

cost~categories (11.9% large, 10.9% small).

Smaller projects in both types of projects allocated greater resources

to workshops and econferences and to consultant services. The significant

exception remains the Gresham~Chair. -

\

Overhead and fringe charges weré\more commonly allocated by large

projects (7 of.7) than small proi%cts (6 of 13), but no set rate was
. , . -

apparent.

Travel and expendable supplies were-more commonly incorporated in
; A :

large projects (6 of 7) than in smaller projects (6 of 13). However,

) -

q:o

travel and expendable supply rates varies widely (.6 to 1013). Perhaps_

these categories of costs are more a function of project purpose(s)

r
than anything else.
Six projects allocated funds for evaluation and research--5 of 6 were

Refinement projects. Apparently most projects, regardless of type or

: L]
size, chose to use internal evaluatim procedures, i.e. incorporated

these' functions into their regular reporting procedures rather than

14

contractingkfor formal outside evaluation.

N
-

o
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! L]

Consultant services varies Widely, but was more heavily used by smaller

-

projects. It was noted earlier that smaller projectd, perhdps, had to
> v P

by

contract for services while larger projects‘coulﬂ, in part, utilize
—-staff in consultant roles. :
» .
Large proj?cts such as ANISA, Watertown, Project ERR, Upper Valley
NEPTE, and SASSI apparently developed separate staffs anq\operations

even though operat;dg through other agencies. Consequently, gperating
ﬂ .
costs were reflected in their costs. Smaller projects tended to

- ; ,

allocate funds to training activities and salaries, and used other

existing support systems in their institution. Thus, tﬂéy were able
- - .
to keep operating costs relatively low. " .

NN
Evaluation was generally not seen as an independent cosi category.
The divergence in fiscal accounting and reporting procedures made
precise cost analysis exceptionally difficult. Several projects

Y
forfeited their final payment (10% after a Final Report) rather than
submit a report or audit. ' ’ oant

In summary, the cost analysis seems to indicate that most projects

used funds to: (a) provide salaries not otherwise available; )

(b) to purchase supplies (keepables); and (c) tosapport training :

activities. Generally, overhead*ahd operational costs were low,
which*may have resulted from ﬁhe NEPTE pblicy and operationai

model emphasizing a small central office with resources going to
immediate need responsive field éFtivities. * The Unique projects
tehdéd to reach out more to others for service, advice, and counsel
and support. The Refinement project tended to husband rare persqnnél

resources essential to the success of their proposed demonstration.

A

.
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